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ABSTRACT 


This thesis examines the relationship between incumbency in 
various positions within and related to an organization and percep- 
tions and preferences incumbents have regarding organizational goals. 

Random samples of students, faculty members, and administrators 
from the three Alberta universities, all members of the three Boards 
of Governors, and all Members of the Legislative Assembly of Alberta 
were asked to indicate the current emphasis placed ona list of 
university goals ('perceived' goals) and what importance they believe 
ought to be placed on each goal ('preferred' goals). Means, rank 
order correlations, and contingency tables were utilized to assess 
the convergence and divergence in goal assessment in each group and 
among the groups. 

In general, the groups (particularly students, faculty members, 
and administrators) are not found to differ as greatly as expected. 
However, clear differences do exist in some goal perceptions and pre- 
ferences. Students express the greatest divergence between the 
current and desired priorities, while administrators express the great- 
est convergence. Little support is offered for utilization of the 


‘professional organization model' in the study of universities. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The Problem 

The area of sociological investigation upon which this study 
focuses is that of organizational theory. It is concerned with 
utilization of organizational theory in an examination of varying 
perceptions and preferences of organizational goals. More specific- 
ally, an attempt is made to determine the similarities and differences 
in the goal perceptions and preferences of people in positions which 
may have an impact on their organization's goals. 

The organization selected for this study is the university, as 
represented by the three Alberta universities. While it is a partial 
replication of a landmark study in the een it differs significantly 
in some respects. 

The most notable weakness in the study by Gross and Grambsch is 
its implicit assumption that the only groups which have a significant 
impact on the goals of universities are their faculty members and 
academic administrators. This ignores the growing reality of the 
student presence in the development of goals. If it could be assumed 
that students view the goals of universities in the same way as aca- 
demics, it could be argued that the inclusion of students is unneces- 
sary. However, available literature suggests that students are likely 
to have significantly different goal preferences from other members 
of the ene nein | Since student goal preferences may differ, and 
since students are playing an increasingly important role in university 
governance, they are included in this study. 

Perhaps because they were studying privately-supported as well 
as publicly-supported universities, Gross and Grambsch also ignored 
the reality of the 'public' component in the determination of university 
goals. The universities in Alberta have been the recipients of a 
rapidly growing proportion of the Provincial budget (approximately 10% 
in 1970). Concern over this fact has been expressed by members of the 


Legislature (particularly the Minister of Education), and it is be- 
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coming clear that public funds will not be as readily available as 
they have been. Closer scrutiny of university budgets by members 

of both Boards of Governors and the Alberta Legislature will, at 

least indirectly, increase the involvement of both bodies in deter- 
mination of the goals of the universities. For these reasons, 

members of the Boards of Governors of the three Alberta universities 
and members of the Legislature of the Province of Alberta were includ- 
ed in the study. 

In addition to the '‘errors' suggested above, other reasons 
exist for repeating the Gross-Grambsch study in Canada. The social 
structures in the United States and in Canada face different ‘'crucial' 
problems. Americans have generally spent a considerable portion of 
the past decade debating such issues as race relations and American 
involvement in the Far East, while in Canada issues of this nature 
have not been as viable. The effect seems to have been that univer- 
sities in Canada have been more introspective, with one result being 
that students appear to have gained a greater degree of involvement 
in the governance of Canadian than American universities. In some 
ways, this study may shed light on the applicability of American 
studies of universities for Canadians. 

Another reason for repeating the Gross-Grambsch study in Canada 
is that the nature of Canadian universities differs significantly from 
American universities. Porter suggests that: 


Canada's universities, which bear many superficial 
resemblances in their pedagogical and organizational 
structures to those of the United States, have been 
very much behind in the process of democratization 
as judged by such criteria as the proportion of the 
age-group attending university, the removal of fin- 
ancial barriers to higher education, the secular- 
isation of control, and a shift from the high eval- 
uation of humanistic studies to the more instrumental 
and popular subjects such as engineering and science, 
the social sciences and business and public admin- 
istration.3 


If Porter's perceptions are accurate, the different composition 
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5 
of the universities may produce significantly different goal prior- 
ities within various positions. 

At a time when fiscal pressures are oe Ee the universities 
need to clarify their priorities and, therefore, their goals. There 
is some question as to the relative importance which members of the 
university community place on 'teaching-learning' and ‘research’. 
When the goals are broadened beyond these two concepts, as they are 
in this study, an even greater lack of consensus may exist. There 
are currently no data available with which to assess this question, 
so this study may make a positive contribution to persons in and 
around Alberta universities who wish to clarify university goals. 

This thesis, then, is a study of the relationships between 
incumbency in various positions within and related to an organization 
and the perceptions and preferences incumbents have regarding organ- 


izational goals. 
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CHAPTER I 


BACKGROUND LITERATURE 


Universities as Organizations 


3 1 
In a paper stemming in part from the Gross-Grambsch study , 
Gross points out that many studies of universites have viewed them 


".,.concerned with performing something 


either as institutions 
essential for the society, such as upward mobility and the like...", 
or as communities "...providing 'homes' or ‘atmospheres! in which 
persons may set their own goals, such as self-fulfillment, the pur- 
suit of truth ...and other traditional ivory-tower alee He 
argues that greater understanding of the university may be reached 
if it is also studied as an organization, since the concepts of 
institution and community do not lay sufficient stress on the im- 
portance to the university of goal attainment. 

While all social systems have goals of some sort or other, the 
primacy of goal attainment in organizations, and hence their distin- 
guishing feature, is such that effectiveness is judged in terms of 
ability to approximate their soalene The now-famous statement of 
Clark Kerr regarding the uses of the modern university underlines 
the importance of goals in the functioning of universities. The 
contemporary university scene, wherein many campuses are finding 
members arguing for such things as the increased 'relevance' of the 
university to societal problems, provides additional support for 


examining the university as an organization. 


Universities as Professional Organizations 


While Gross and Grambsch have clearly shown the value of study- 
ing universities as organizations, it is posited herein that their 
analysis was limited because they did not take sufficient cognizance 
of the special nature of the organization they were studying. Ina 


bureaucracy, there is a hierarchy which derives its legitimacy from 
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the assumed superiority in organizational decision-making which 
personnel in the higher echelons of the organization have over 
personnel ‘under' them (often including professionals). In what are 
normally considered to be the 'support and maintenance' activities 
of the university, this 'line' structure operates as successfully as 
in most organizations. However, the variable of 'professionalism' 
is introduced relative to the 'output' goals of the university, and 
it produces a structural change which makes it seem likely that it 
would be fruitful to study universities as professional organizations. 
Professional organizations are characterized by the goals they 
pursue (the production, application, preservation, or communication 
of knowledge), the high proportion of professionals in their staff, 
and an authority relationship between professionals and non-profess- 


ionals wherein the professionals "' 


..-have superior authority over 

the major goal activities of the ovesticanvonmneten While application 
of these criteria to universities may validate studying them as pro- 
fessional organizations, there are some discrepancies between the 
model and reality. 

The authority relationship between professionals and non- 
professionals is problematic and of concern to this study. Etzioni 
refers to this relationship as it pertains to "major goal activities" 
(that is, the carrying out of the major goals of the organization), 
and at the activities stage it seems to be valid. However, the 
relationship is not so clear in the rather vague process by which 
universities determine their major goals (given the definition of 
goals posited in the next section). This is important, since it is 
possible (and preferable) to view organizational goal-setting 
"...not as a static element but as a necessary and recurring problem 
facing any organization..."'. As was suggested earlier, there are 
at least five groups within and related to Alberta universities which 


are concerned with university goals and the emphasis these goals are 


to receive. It seems likely that professionals will be allowed to 
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"...have superior authority over the 


set their own goals as well as 


major goal activities..." 


only when the people they serve are either 
sufficiently ignorant of or satisfied with what these goals are and 
how they should be achieved. There are now signs that various groups 
are increasingly unwilling to allow teaching-faculty members to set 
major goals without reference to the groups. Whether this is an 
accurate statement or not, there is no clear and generally accepted 
definition by these groups (including the university faculties) of 
what the goals and goal-priorities are and should be. The present 
determination of goals and priorities takes place in a vacuum, if it 
takes place, in any formalized sense, at all. 

Blau and Scott, in pointing out basic differences between 
bureaucratic organizations and professional organizations, suggest 
that "...the professional is bound by a norm of service and a code 
of ethics to represent the welfare and interests of his clients, 
whereas the bureaucrats' foremost responsibility is to represent and 
promote the interests of his dpealinnbmonetul” The question is who 
is to define the 'welfare and interests! of clients of the university. 
Professors, as professionals, may wish to be responsible for this 
definition, as they often have been in the past. Again, however, it 
is argued that other groups seem to be increasingly unwilling to 
allow them to make this decision without at least prior consultation 
with them and at most ratification by them. 

An application of the professional organization model to the 
publicly-supported universities in Alberta, for example, could assign 
roles in the following way: students are the clients; professors are 
the professionals; and academic administrators, members of Boards of 
Governors, and members of the Alberta Legislature form a hierarchy 
concerned with supporting and maintaining the effective functioning 
of the professors. It must be recognized that this application holds 
some sources of role strain which may affect the results of this 


study. While members of the Legislature do make decisions of a 
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‘management ' nature, they are representatives of the citizens of the 
Province. Since, in a broad sense, Albertans are clients of the 
universities they support, their representatives also play this role. 
Academic administrators experience role strain. On one hand, they 
are expected to manage the affairs of the university in the 'public' 
interest. On the other hand, professors expect administrators with 
a 'professional' background to manage the affairs of the university 
in the 'professional' interest. Students have gradually increased 
the scope of their role in developing policy for universities, so 
that simply depicting them as clients in the usual sense of that term 
has some new tensions about which the researcher must be aware. 

These deviations from the model may produce competing or con- 
flicting expectations regarding the function of various groups within 
the institution, with resultant organizational stress. When the goals 
and their importance are not clear, the possibility of this sort of 
stress occurring is magnified. In its attempt to assessthe applic- 
ability of the professional organization model to the university, it 
is hoped that the study will contribute to the clarification of these 


matters for groups which are a part of the university, broadly defined. 


The Definition of Organizational Goals 


With the concept of 'goals' so basic to the study of organiz- 
ations, it would seem reasonable to expect that a precise, generally 
accepted definition would be readily accessible. However, as Gross 


7 
points out little time appears to have been spent in the develop- 


) 
ment of such a definition. Those definitions which do exist alter- 
nately seem to emphasize, de-emphasize or ignore such variables as 
who defines the goals, whether goals are personal or organizational, 
and which outputs of an organization measure the goals of that 
organization. 

The most pervasive viewpoint in the literature involves the 


attenpt to define the ‘actual' goals of an organization. Some writers 


do this in terms of the ouput of the organization (subsystem) to a 
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larger group (system) . Some do it in terms of the stated intention 
of the organization. For example, an organizational goal is "...a 


desired state of affairs which the organization attempts to real- 
S) 


Zero ok 


The goals of organizations, in Gross' view, are considerably 
broader than their outputs. As he points out, Bales has shown that 
while groups initially devote all of their attention to moving to- 
ward their specified goal, they eventually find it necessary to 
utilize some effort in order to repair interpersonal damage produced 
by the group's attempt to reach this goal. It is paradoxical that 
".,.an organization must do more than give attention to goal attainment 
in order to attain its Boadewies When these 'support', system-main- 
taining activities are examined, it may be seen that the various units 
of an organization responsible for them may tend to exaggerate the 
importance of their contribution to the extent that they perceive the 
whole organization in terms of their particular efforts. 


There is only one way that one can be sure the 
persons will do a job as well as it can possibly 

be done and that is to insist that they make ends 
of such 'means' activities. When a means has been 
made into an end it has then become a goal of the 
organization. 

What we are suggesting then is that there are at 
least two different kinds of goals in organizations, 
those goals which are reflected in an output of some 
kind which we will call “output goals", and those 
goals which are the ends of those who are charged 
with responsibility for the maintenance activities, 
which we will call 'support goals'.! 


On the basis of this argument, and on the basis of consultation 
with university professors and administrators, Gross and Grambsch 
developed a list of goals and goal definitions which will be used in 
this study. The list, which is used on the questionnaire, is not 
meant to be comprehensive, but simply representative of each category. 
The categories, their definitions, and the goals included in each 


category are listed below. (The numbers of the goals are used when 
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the goals are referred to in tables throughout the study.) 


Or Ueda Pal GOALS 


Output goals are those goals of the university which, 
immediately or in the future, are reflected in some product, 
service, skill, or orientation which will affect (and is 
intended to affect)society. 


Student-Expressive goals involve the attempt to change the 
student's identity or character in some fundamental way. 


1. Produce a student who, whatever else may be done to 
him, has had his intellect cultivated to the max- 
imum. 

2. Produce a well-rounded student, that is, one whose 
physical, social, moral, intellectual, and esthetic 
potentialities have all been cultivated. 


3. Make sure the student is permanently affected (in 
mind and spirit) by the great ideas of the great 
minds of history. 

4. Assist students to develop objectivity about them- 
selves and their beliefs and hence examine those 
beliefs critically. 

5. Develop the inner character of students so that they 
can make sound, correct moral choices. 


Student-Instrumental goals involve the student's being 
equipped to do something specific for the society which he 
will be entering or to operate in a specific way in that 
society. 


6. Prepare students specifically for useful careers. 

7. Provide the student with skills, attitudes, contacts, 
and experiences which maximize the likelihood of his 
occupying a high status in life and a position of 
leadership in society. 

8. Train students in methods of scholarship and/or 
scientific research and/or creative endeavor. 

9. Make a good consumer of the student-- a person who is 
elevated culturally, has good taste, and can make good 
consumer choices. 

10. Produce a student who is able to perform his citizen- 
ship responsibilities effectively. 


Research goals involve the production of new knowledge or the 
solution of problems. 


11. Carry on pure research. 
12. Carry on applied research. 
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Direct Service goals involve the direct and continuing 
provision of services to the population outside the 
university (that is, not faculty, full-time students, 
or staff). These services are provided because the 
university, as an organization, is better equipped than 
any other organization to provide them. 


13. Provide special training for part-time adult students, 
through extension courses, special short courses, 
correspondence courses, etc. 

14. Assist citizens directly through extension programs, 
advice, consultation, and the provision of useful or 
needed facilities and services other than teaching. 

15. Provide cultural leadership for the community through 
university-sponsored programs in the arts, public 
lectures by distinguished persons, athletic events, 
and other performances, displays, or celebrations 
which present the best of culture, popular or not. 

16. Serve as a center for the dissemination of new ideas 
that will change the society, whether those ideas are 
in science, literature, the arts, or politics. 

17. Serve as a center for the preservation of the cul- 
tural heritage. 


o-U. PePeOskan GOALS 


Adaptation goals reflect the need for the university as an 
organization to come to terms with the environment in which it 
is located: to attract students and staff, to finance the 
enterprise, to secure needed resources, and to validate the 
activities of the university with those persons or agencies 

in a position to affect them. 


18. Ensure the continued confidence and hence support of 
those who contribute substantially (other than students 
and recipients of services) to the finances and other 
material resource needs of the university. 

19. Ensure the favorable appraisal of those who validate the 
quality of the programs we offer (validating groups in- 
clude accrediting bodies, professional societies, scholar- 
ly peers at other universities, and respected persons in 
intellectural or artistic circles). 

20. Educate to his utmost capacities every high school 
graduate who meets basic legal requirements for admission. 

21. Accommodate only students of high potential in terms 
of the specific strengths and emphases of this university. 

22. Orient ourselves to the satisfaction of the special needs 
and problems of the immediate geographical region. 
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23. Keep costs down as low as possible, through more 
efficient utilization of time and space, reduction 
of course duplication, etc. 

24. Hold our staff in the face of inducements offered 
by other universities. 


Management goals involve decisions on who should run the 
university, the need to handle conflict, and the establish- 
ment of priorities as to which output goals should be given 
maximum attention. 


25. Make sure that salaries, teaching assignments, per- 
quisites, and privileges always reflect the contri- 
bution that the person involved is making to his own 
profession or discipline. 

26. Involve faculty in the government of the university. 

27. Involve students in the government of the university. 

28. Make sure the university is run democratically inso- 
far as that is feasible. 

29. Keep harmony between departments or divisions of the 
university when such departments or divisions do not 
see eye to eye on important matters. 

30. Make sure that salaries, teaching assignments, per- 
quisites, and privileges always reflect the contri- 
bution that the person involved is making to the 
functioning of this university. 

31. Emphasize undergraduate instruction even at the ex- 
pense of the graduate program. 

32. Encourage students to go into graduate work. 

33. Make sure the university is run by those selected 
according to their ability to attain the goals of the 
university in the most efficient manner possible. 

34. Make sure that on all important issues (not only 
curriculum), the will of the full-time faculty shall 
prevail. 


Motivation goals seek to ensure a high level of satisfaction 
on the part of staff and students and emphasize loyalty to 
the university as a whole. 


35. Protect the faculty's right to academic freedom. 

36. Make this a place in which faculty have maximum oppor- 
tunity to pursue their careers in a manner satisfactory 
to them by their own criteria. 

37. Provide a full round of student activities. 

38. Protect and facilitate the students' right to inquire 
into, investigate, and examine critically any idea or 
program that they might get interested in. 

39. Protect and facilitate the students' right to advocate 
direct action of a political or social kind and any 
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attempts on their part to organize efforts to attain 
political or social goals. 

40. Develop loyalty on the part of the faculty and staff 
to the university, rather than only to their own jobs 
or professional concerns. 

41. Develop greater pride on the part of faculty, staff, 
and students in their university and the things it 
stands for. 


Position goals help to maintain the position of the university 
in terms of the kind of place it is compared with other uni- 
versities and in the face of trends which could change its 
position. 


42. Maintain top quality in all programs we engage in. 

43. Maintain top quality in those programs we feel to be 
especially important (other programs being, of course, 
up to acceptable standards). 

44. Maintain a balanced level of quality across the whole 

range of programs we engage in. 

45. Keep up to date and responsive. 

46. Increase the prestige of the university or, if you 

believe it is already extremely high, ensure the main- 
tenance of that prestige. 

47. Keep this place from becoming something different from 

what it is now; that is, preserve its peculiar emphases 
and point of view, its ''character." 

There are two ways of viewing goals which are of importance to 
this study. The goals of the organization, as perceived by individuals 
and groups within the organization, may differ markedly from what an 
observer would define the ‘actual' goals to pee However, what is 
important to each member is his perception of the organization's goals 
('perceived' goals). The second important viewpoint involves goals 
'as they should be’, from the point of view of members ('preferred' 
goals). This study's measurement of goals will fulfill two objectives: 
it will make possible an evaluation of relationships which exist be- 
tween position incumbency and goal perceptions and preferences; and 
it will point out some differences between perceptions and preferences 


for respondents. 


The Functions of Organizational Goals 
One of the problems which must be faced in studying some 
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14 
organizations, such as universities, is that their goals are intang- 
ible (that is, ''...expressions of intended states of affairs that do 
not adequately describe the desired states or activities that would 
constitute their hic ec ore eet While it may be argued that 
broad, intangible goals enable the organization to accommodate the 
goals of a wide variety of groups, sub-groups and individuals, the 
expectations which may arise relative to the organization actually 
accomplishing these goals, if unfulfilled, may give rise to dissatis- 


W 


A 15 : s 
faction. Further, "...frustration, anxiety, and role conflict..." 


may seal iee If intangible goals provide inadequate guidance for 
organizational action (which appears to be the case on many university 
campuses), they will tend to be displaced by tangible Beale 

The university could make its goals more tangible to its mem- 
bers by making them more definite than the ‘acquisition, application, 
and transmission of knowledge’. This would increase the likelihood 
that the university would realize the benefits of clear organization- 


al goals, such as orientation through: 


.. depicting a future state of affairs which the organi- 
zation strives to realize. Thus they (goals) set down 
guidelines for organizational activity. Goals also con- 
stitute a source of legitimacy which justifies the 
activities of an organization and, indeed, its very 
existence. Moreover, goals serve as standards by which 
members of an organization and outsiders can assess the 
success of the organization - i.e., its effectiveness 
and efficiency. 


Other functions have been prosposed. A goal accepted by 


WW 


most, if not all, members suggests "...a readiness to accept influ- 


ence attempts from other members, since they all see that they are 


promoting each others ends... Clearly established goals also 
permit the greatest decentralization of cecieionemal rane On the 
other hand, when goals are absent or minimal, groups with mutually 
exclusive goals will develop. 

While a clear guiding purpose may seem basic to the effective 


"W 


administration of an organization, a university ''...concerned with 
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15 
the universality of knowledge and dedicated to the encouragement of 
inquiry wherever it may lead exists in an environment in which the 
precise definition of purpose is Pe get bylobeet tian Groups and in- 
dividuals within the university are given, or take, substantial 
freedom in determining their purpose. This is not to say, however, 
that the exercise of attempting to define its own goals would be of 
little value to a university. At least, such an effort should en- 
able it to define its goals more specifically than as the ‘acquisi- 
tion, application, and transmission of knowledge'. It should make 
it possible to determine some priorities in a goal system, and it 
could enable members to understand and accept or attempt to reduce 


disparities between their 'perceived' and 'preferred' goals. 
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CHAPTER II 


QUESTIONS AND PROCEDURES 


The Questions 


One of the difficulties faced by Gross and Grambsch was the 
lack of literature to which they could turn for theoretical support 
for their expectation that the goal preferences of faculty members 
and administrators would differ significantly. While this difficul- 
ty has not been entirely overcome in this study, it is argued that 
a step has been taken in that direction by examining universities 
as professional organizations rather than simply as organizations. 
This has made it possible to make a clearer definition of, and dis- 
tinction between, various positions within and related to the organ- 
ization under study, but it has not made it possible to argue on 
theoretical grounds that the goal perceptions and preferences of 
incumbents of these positions will vary in predictable directions. 

The problem, then, is that positions have prescriptions and 
expectations (that is, norms) applied to them, but little has been 
said in the literature about the expectations of people holding 
positions, particularly as these expectations relate to the goals of 
organizations within which the positions are held. As Gross and 
Grambsch have done for faculty members and administrators, there- 
fore, this study will simply attempt to determine whether or not 
there are fundamental differences in goal perceptions and preferences 
between the university's clients (students), professionals (teaching 
faculty members), and administrators (university administrators, 
members of Boards of Governors, and members of the Alberta Legislature.) 

There are some statements in the literature which would lead to 
the expectation that there will be differences in goal preferences. 
Etzioni has suggested that academicians who are willing to accept 
administrative roles are often less committed to professional values 
than their Poiana sa It may be, then, that the ‘academic ad- 
ministrators' under study will generally value output goals less than 


teaching faculty. 
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Etzioni implicitly introduces the pressure which may be brought 
to bear on the 'major' goals of the university by administrators, 
students, and governing bodies. He points out that, in some insti- 
tutions, the fear is that the "legitimate" function will be neglected 
and emphasis put on means, while in universities, a secondary goal 
(in his mind) threatens to become the major goal. 


Although there is some controversy over what constitute 
the primary and the secondary goals of outstanding 
universities, it seems fair to conclude that a majority 
of the members of their professional staff would see 
research as primary and teaching as secondary. This is 
well reflected in the prestige and promotion system. 
But there is constant danger that the university will 
respond to pressures to give more money and attention 
to teaching and less to research .2 


If Etzioni's perceptions are accurate, professors will display 
a greater preference for research and related goals than the members 
of any of the other positions. 

Duster argues that the stereotypeof administrators is a reality 
in universities. 


Just as the organization of rewards for the faculty 
produces for them a dominant interest in publishing, 
so there is a dominant reference point of rewards for 
administration. In a bureaucracy, the most certain 
path to promotion and organizational success is comp- 
liance with the order of one's line superior. 

...The structure of authority makes the administrator 
responsible to those at the top who make decisions. 
Those decisions reflect the view that the university 
ought to be run in an efficient, productive, low- 
cost, well-organized and moral manner. 


While an analysis of preferences relative to goals in the usual 
sense (that is, 'output' goals) might not uncover any significant 
divergence between administrators and professors, it may well be that 


the broad definition of goals used in this study will show that ad- 


ministrators and faculty members do differ in their preferences. 
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Duster goes on to discuss differences between students, on the 
one hand, and faculty members and administrators on the other. He 
suggests that the faculty and the admininstration are much more com- 
mitted to the university ''...as an established institution. It is 
for them much more of an end and a way of life. For the student, it 
is more of a means..."'. The student interest may best be described 
as "...the right to present their interests, whatever they may be." 
If this is so, it may be expected that students will give lower 
priority to output goals than faculty and administration and higher 
priority to some support goals. 
In examining the university as a professional organization, 
there appear to be five salient groups: 
bags students; 
2 faculty members; 
ae administrators; 
4. members of Boards of Governors; and 
ely members of the Legislative Assembly. 
The questions to be answered by this study are: 
1. Which groups value certain types of goals? 
2. What are the different goals each group values? 
af How much divergence or consensus is there regarding each 
of these goals? 
4. What degree of consensus is there between goal perceptions? 
. What is the relationship between goal perceptions and goal 
preretencest” 
While insufficient evidence or theoretical argument is available 
to posit hypotheses relative to these questions, this study will 
attempt to answer them for the organization under study. Clear re- 


sults will allow for the generation of empirical hypotheses in future 


studies. 


The Population and Sample 
The population chosen for this study includes all full-time 
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teaching faculty members, the academic administrators (Department 
Heads, Directors of Schools, and Deans), the administrators (Presidents, 
Vice-Presidents, and Registrars), the full-time students and the 
members of the Boards cf Governors at the University of Alberta, The 
University of Calgary, and the University of Lethbridge, as well as 
the members of the Alberta Legislature. It may be noted here that 
the distinction between ‘academic administrators' and ‘administrators' 
is based on their background and their proximity to the teaching 
faculty members (professionals) within the university. While a 
study with a broader base for its population would allow for anal- 
ytical distinctions between these two types of administrators, it has 
been impossible to do so in this study. However, the distinction is 
maintained for response to the questionnaire, in order that a sub- 
jective analysis of differences or similarities may offer fruitful 
leads for future inquiry. 
The sample consists of: 
1. a random sample of 40 per cent of the faculty at 
each university (550 at the University of Alberta, 
275 at The University of Calgary, and 51 at the 
University of Lethbridge) ; 
an a random sample of 5 per cent of the students at 
each university (918 at the University of Alberta, 
465 at The University of Calgary, and 71 at the 
University of Lethbridge); and 
aM 100 per cent of the members of the three Boards of 
Governors (44), the members of the Alberta Legis- 
lature (63) and the administrators of each 
university (102 at the University of Alberta, 40 
at The University of Calgary, and 21 at the 
University of Lethbridge). 


The Questionnaire 


The questionnaire used in the study (Appendix), lists forty- 
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seven goals of a university, as defined by Gross and Cranierhie: 
Respondents were asked to indicate how important they feel each goal 
is at their university ('perceived' goals), and how important they 
feel it should be ('preferred' goals). They used a five-point scale, 
ranging from 5 (‘absolutely top importance!) down to 1 ('no import- 
ance'). They were asked to briefly examine the whole list of goals 
prior to responding. 

Both as a result of design and necessity, the potential respon- 
ents selected in the sample were contacted in a number of different 
ways. Each of them received a letter explaining the general nature 
of the study and asking for their support. The students, faculty 
members, administrators, and members of the Boards of Governors at 
The University of Calgary and the University of Lethbridge each re- 
ceived a letter of support for the project from the President of 
their university. At the University of Alberta, the letter of support 
went to the students from the Vice-President (Academic) of the Students' 
Union, to the faculty members from the President of the Faculty Associ- 
ation, and to the Administrators and members of the Board of Governors 
from the President of the University. The Members of the Legislative 
Assembly received their questionnaires from the Minister of Education. 

The faculty members, administrators, members of Boards of Gover- 
nors, and M.L.A.'s were mailed their questionnaires with their intro- 
ductory and supporting letters. While the confidentiality of the 
response and the anonymity of the respondent was assured, it was sug- 
gested that they might sign the cover page of the questionnaire in 
order to reduce the expense of the follow-up procedure. Table 1 
shows the percentage of each group which chose to do do. Members of 
the sample who did not either sign the questionnaire or return it 
within two weeks were mailed a follow-up letter emphasizing the im- 


portance of their response. 
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TABLE 1 


PERCENTAGE OF QUESTIONNAIRES SIGNED BY RESPONDENTS 


STUDENTS | FACULTY BOARDS 


The letter which the students received asked them to telephone 


ADMINS . 


an office at their university and make an appointment to come to 

that office to complete a questionnaire (that is, they did not receive 
the questionnaire in the mail). One five-day week was set aside on 
each campus for the purpose of holding these appointments. Students 
who had not arranged an appointment by the Friday prior to these 

weeks were contacted by telephone. If a student made an appointment 
and then did not keep it, he received a telephone call asking him to 
make another appointment during the week. 

The major advantage of the appointment system was that it made 
it possible to keep track of and follow-up the students who had not 
completed the questionnaire as the week progressed. 

Table 2 shows the response rates for the groups involved, with 


the actual number of responses shown in parentheses. 


TABLE 2 
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATES OF MAJOR GROUPS 
STUDENTS M.L.A.'s 
of Alberta | 74.18%(681) 48 .00%(264) | 62.75%(64) 66 .67%(10) | 


of Calgary | 80.86%(376) |55.27%(152) | 77.50%(31) 46 .67%(7) ae 


of Leth. 81.70%(58) |78.43%(40) |66.67%(14) (71.43% (10) Bie 


ALL 76 .68%(1115)54 .34%(456) | 66 .867%(109) 61 .36%(27) [15 .87%(10) 


Initial Data Analysis 


As responses to the pre-coded questionnaire were received, they 


were key-punched for computer-assisted analysis. The mean perceived 
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24 
and preferred scores were then calculated on each goal for each group 
and sub-group. These mean scores formed the basis of the various 


analyses carried out in Chapter III. 
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>the first three questions in this list were drawn from an 
article sharply critical of the analyses of Gross. See Thiessen, 
Victor and Mark Iutcovich, "Some Comments on Edward Gross's 
Universities as Organizations: A Research Approach", The American 
Sociologist, Vol 5, No. 3, August, 1970, p. 253. 


gr auad Gross and Paul V. Grambsch, University Goals and 
Academic Power, American Council on Education, Washington, D.C., 
1968. pp. 13-16. 


le far the poorest response rate to the questionnaire was 
‘achieved’ by the Members of the Legislative Assembly. As a result, 
little claim may be made regarding the representativeness of the 
responses which were received. 

Perusal of the nature of the respondents in other groups and 
recognition of the generally high response rates suggests that no 
consistent bias exists. 
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CHAPTER III 


ANALYSIS, RESULTS, and DISCUSSION 


The Respondents 


The initial analysis involved an assessment of the represent- 
ativeness of the sample. As indicated in Chapter II, the response 
rate for all groups other than Members of the Legislative Assembly 
was satisfactory. Eighty-eight point four per cent of the student 
respondents were undergraduates, while 11.6% were graduate students. 
Nine point nine per cent of the faculty members were Sessional 
Instructors or Post-Doctoral Fellows, 37.1% were Assistant Professors, 
33.3% were Associate Professors, and 19.6% were Professors. Seventy 
point six per cent of the administrators were Department Heads, 19.3% 
were Deans or Directors, and 10.1% were Presidents, Vice-Presidents, 
or Registrars. The Faculty or School affiliations of the students, 
faculty members, and administrators appeared to bear a close relation- 
ship to the population. Table 3 displays the average age, male/ 
female percentages, and the modal education for the five groups 


under study. 
TABLE 3 
AGE, SEX AND EDUCATION OF RESPONDENTS 


AVERAGE | MALE/FEMALE MODAL — 
AGE EDUCATION 


STUDENTS 59 .4/40 .6 Some University 


FACULTY S772 712 6 PH.D. 
ADMINISTRATORS 94 .4/5.6 PH.D. 
BOARDS 88 .9/11.1 Bachelor's Degree 


M.L.A.'s 100/0 .00 


Some University 


Prior to carrying out further analyses, two computations 


were necessary. The mean perceived and preferred scores were 


calculated on each goal for each group and sub-group. The mean 
26 


avodaaidor’ tars ew TC. VE .eewl ist hi 


- Sraéeygay arly tee 
tseoqaas, odd atl 

iémnok owt jal a hyn li: ies 
tastesh wh Yo ape em: ae eva 


Liesbirte soeobewp tee 80.0 afedy .,: 
[anata sR ee rina ysis? aad" 


v sGsvs!e ten et f @ray tau T9.Cl bas 92 a. 
¢i sbeall wea. ie TSW, none inkatiiee 
hiehieord-aaly ,earebrest4 ‘easta an ox 
itu De ont bn eroivel! bite iooti 
itals: saofa a | dept 6) Ageasaqs aa69 
\olam .498 age ssn fy avelgait: & 


equoea evid odt aod peltasuts 


Le A 


a) 


ot 4a wx oe 


area si 


TT CO ee 
| ere i 
= Perrys) -vi atl ane eye, ee 4 
| a é, es\%. ta 
| Or ae cau 

owrget =! 16Rarkad | i, f2\8. BB 
=< basal be seaside 


ee seniiaii ‘elon vat 


wrev “ae 
wae offi. eran 


1a) 
perceived and preferred scores for all goals combined were then 
calculated for each group. The results were required in order to 


be able to answer the following five questions. 


1. Which groups value certain types of goals? 


The mean preferred scoresfor the two major categories (Output 
and Support goals) and for the sub-categories (Student-Expressive, 
Student-Instrumental, Research, Direct Service, Adaptation, Manage- 
ment, Motivation and Position goals) were derived for each group. 

A goal category or sub-category is taken as valued by a group if its 
preferred mean is greater than the mean preferred score on all goals 
for that group. The rank order of the goal sub-categories valued 


by each group is indicated in Table 4. 


TABLE 4 


GOAL CATEGORIES PREFERRED BY MAJOR GROUPS* 


OUTPUT SUPPORT 


[be STUDENT- farcical | DIRECT ae ADAPT- [MANAGEMENT] MOTIVATION POSITION ced cu 
AraEssi om OUTPUT os 


3.180 3.281 3.326 (5) 
Say, ; A . = 3.340 3.306 
37213 ; . : 3.330 3.303 
3.143 ° : ° 3.415 (4) | 3.370 
3.700 (2) . 5 : s 3.418 3.159 


*The figures represent the preferred mean on each category for each group. The figures in parentheses 


represent the rank of each category which displayed a mean greater than the mean for all goals for that group. 


All groups place a greater value on ouput goals ("...those goals 
of the university which, immediately or in the future, are reflected 
in some product, service, skill or orientation which will affect 
society..."') than on support goals (which "...reflect the need for 
the university as an organization to come to terms with the environ- 
ment in which it is located: to attract students and staff, to finance 
the enterprise, to secure needed resources, and to validate the 
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28 
position to affect them..."). Since output goals are those goals 


which are usually thought of as the goals of an organization, this 
fact is not surprising. 

There are two facts about the relative importance placed on 
the goal categories which are noteworthy. In the first place, none 
of the groups placed a much greater value on output goals than on 
support goals. This is certainly supportive of the argument by 
Gross and Grambsch (discussed in Chapter I) that ‘support goals' 
are, indeed, goals of universities. They are very nearly deemed to 
be as important as output goals. 

In the second place, the relative discrepancy between output 
and support goals was not expected, at least on the basis of stereo- 
typical assessments. As suggested earlier, application of the pro- 
fessional organizational model to universities would likely classify 
administrators, members of Boards of Governors and Members of the 
Legislative Assembly as 'management' or 'administration' of the 
"bureaucracy’ which facilitates the work of the professionals. The 
results of the broad analysis of output and support goals make it 
difficult to accept any such contention. The discrepancy between 
the preferred means for output and support goals is 0.168 for admin- 
istrators, 0.118 for faculty members, 0.116 for M.L.A.'s, 0.081 for 
students, and 0.053 for members of Boards of Governors. Administrators, 
M.L.A.'s and Board members thus rank first, third, and fifth, respec- 
tively. 

A somewhat stronger argument may be made that the university is 
a professional organization if administrators are combined with 
faculty (who ranked second) as 'professionals', leaving the Board 
members and M.L.A.'s grouped under the heading of 'management' and 
the students (who ranked fourth) under the heading of ‘client'. In 
addition to the empirical support provided for this categorization 
by the results of this study, it may be reasonable to expect that 
when the administrative component of a professional organization 


consists mainly of personnel drawn from the ranks of the professionals 
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29 
in the organization, the preferences of the two groups will bear a 
substantial similarity to one another. 

It was suggested earlier, on the basis of a similar argument 
posited by Etzioni, that the results of this thesis might indicate 
that "...the ‘academic administrators' under study will generally 
value output goals less than teaching faculty.'' This has not been 
substantiated. In fact, both the actual output goal mean and the 
discrepancy score between the output goal mean and the support goal 
mean are greater for administrators than for faculty members. This 
evidence cannot be taken as conclusive, however, since there may be 
a vast difference between what members of these two groups say they 
prefer and what their actions and on-going decisions would indicate 
to an observer. 


..eit may be expected that 


It was also suggested earlier that "' 


students will give lower priority to output goals than faculty and 
administration and higher priority to some support goals." The results 
bear this out. The discrepancies in means for faculty members and 
administrators are higher than the discrepancies in means for students, 
and the students do state a greater preference for some support goals, 
in terms of their relative emphasis on them. 

Analysis of the values placed on the goal sub-categories by the 
five major groups also includes a number of results which do not 
correspond to the results one might expect on the basis of existing 
literature. 


",...involve the attempt to 


Student-Expressive goals (which 
change the students' identity or character in some fundamental way ..."') 
are seen as important by all groups. 

Student-Instrumental goals (which "...involve the students' 
being equipped to do something specific for the society which he will 
be entering or to operate in a specific way in the society...") are 
only valued by M.L.A.'s. It might have been expected that Board 


members and students would also have displayed a preference for these 


goals. On the face of things, Board members would appear to have an 
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30 
interest in a goal category which would likely be deemed to be im- 
portant by the supporting public (a suggestion which is strengthened 
by the importance placed on Student-Instrumental goals by M.L.A.'s). 
These goals would also seem to be in the interest of students, since 
they have to do with those aspects of a student's life at university 
which will be most evident after he leaves, and since it is often 
argued that students attend university in order to prepare themselves 
for careers. 

Probably the most unexpected results were found in the import~ 
ance which students and faculty members placed on research. Research 
goals (which "'...involve the production of new knowledge or the 
solution of problems..."') include those activities which are often 
purported (in many cases by students), to be the only real interest 
of faculty members. It is striking that faculty members should place 
a greater value on goals related to student growth than on research 
goals, particularly when students rate research higher than any of 
the other goal sub-categories. It is not a total negation of Etzioni's 
argument that '"...a majority of the members of their funiversitieg 
professional staff would see research as primary and teaching as 
secondary...'', but neither is it supportive of this contention. It 
does suggest that the glib assumption that faculty members have con- 
siderably less interest in students than they do in research must be 
carefully examined. 

Direct Service goals are goals which "...involve the direct and 
continuing provision of services to the population outside the 
university (that is, not faculty, full-time students, or staff). 
These services are provided because the university, as an organization, 
is better equipped than any other organization to provide them...". 
It is interesting to note that Board members place considerably more 
value on goals related to community service than do M.L.A.'s. 

Adaptation goals (which ''...reflect the need for the university 
as an organization to come to terms with the environment in which it 


is located: to attract students and staff, to finance the enterprise, 
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31 
to secure needed resources, and to validate the activities of the 
university with those persons or agencies in a position to affect 
them..."), Management goals(which ''...involve decisions on who 
should run the university, the need to handle conflict, and the 
establishment of priorities as to which output goals should be 
given maximum attention...''), and Motivation goals (which "'...seek 
to ensure a high level of satisfaction on the part of staff and 
students and emphasize loyalty to the university as a whole..."'), 
are 'preferred' less than the others in almost all cases. Given the 
vested interests which might be expected to play on goals related 
to the goverance of the university, and the degree to which they are 
discussed on most campuses, it was expected that they would rank 
higher than they did. 

On the face of it, the value placed on Position goals (which 
".,.-help to maintain the position of the university in terms of the 
kind of place it is compared with other universities and in the face 
of trends which could change its position...'') by all groups is 
unexpected. However, an examination of the six individual goals 
within this category shows that four of the six goals relate to the 
quality of the 'programs' which the university offers, while the 
definition seems to connote defining the university according to 
various pressures. It is not surprising that respondents should 
underline the importance of the quality of programs. 

On the basis of a row-ranking of all categories for each group 
in Table 4, students, faculty and administrators place a_ slightly 
greater emphasis on output goals than do Board members and M.L.A.'s. 
Other than the exceptions mentioned in the preceding paragraphs 
(particularly in Research and Direct Service goals), however, the 
most notable result seems to be the general agreement on the rel- 
ative importance of the different types of goals. M.L.A.'s stray 
farthest from the pattern, but no firm conclusions can be made due 
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32 
2. What are the different goals each group values? 


Table 5 shows the average ratings for each goal for each group. 
The goals are listed in order of the combined preferred scores for 
all groups included in the study. The goals which have means great- 
er than the combined mean of all goals for each group have their 
ranking indicated in parentheses. 

The last column, headed 'Gross', indicates the rankings for 
the Gross-Grambsch study. No analysis of similarities and differences 
between the faculty members and administrators in the Gross-Grambsch 
study and this study will be carried out at this time. However, it 
is interesting to note the similarity between this group and others, 
particularly faculty members and administrators, on almost all goals. 

While Table 5 indicates the ranking of all goals with means 
greater than the overall mean for each group, it seems reasonable 
to be somewhat more selective when talking about the individual goals 
which each group values. The operational definition of values will 
always be arbitrary, but the following discussion will examine those 
goals which rank in the top quartile (that is, goals which are ranked 
from)? £o°129*, 

When the data are analyzed in this way, the similarities between 
groups is seen again. Four goals fell in the top quartile for all 
groups. 

a) Maintain top quality in all programs we engage in. (Position) 

b) Keep up to date and responsive. (Position) 

c) Assist students to develop objectivity about themselves 
and their beliefs and hence examine those beliefs critically. 
(Student-Expressive) 

d) Make sure the university is run by those selected according 
to their ability to attain the goals of the university in 
the most efficient manner possible. (Management) 

Four additional goals fell in the top quartile of four of the 

five groups (in all cases, the exception was M.L.A.'s). 


a) Train students in methods of scholarship and for scientific 
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TABLE 5 
GROUP PREFERENCES IN INDIVIDUAL GOALS* 
L 
STUDENTS FACULTY ADMIN. BOARDS M.L.A.'s GROSS 


Top Qual All = (42)} 4.049 (1) | 4.098 (2) | 4.112 (3) | 3.962 (2) | 4.200 (2) § 4.14 (4) 
Keep Up To Date (45), 4.033 (2) | 4.023 (4) | 4.106 (4) | 4.077 (1) | 4.000 (5) | 4.09 (6) 
Train Scholar. (8)} 3.709 (6) | 4.051 (3) | 4.178 (1) | 3.885 (5) | 3.600 (18) § 4.17 (2) 
Stud Objectivity (4)| 3.686 (8) | 3.911 (6) | 4.019 (6) | 3.840 (7) | 3.800 (10) } 3.99 (8) 
Well Round Stud (2)}3.732 (4) | 3.669 (13) | 3.657 (13)] 3.960 (3) | 4.000 (5) | 3.75 (17) 
Acad Freedom (35)} 3.665 (9) | 4.168 (1) | 4.085 (5) | 3.923 (4) | 3.400 4.33 (1) 
Ensure U Goals (33)}3.720 (5) | 3.736 (11) | 3.971 (7) | 3.692 (11)} 3.900 (7) § 3.99 (9) 
Stud Inquire  (38)}3.931 (3) | 3.770 (8) | 3.857 (10)| 3.885 (5) | 3.400 3.88 (10) 
Stud Intellect (1)} 3.611 (12) | 3.973 (5) | 4.124 (2) | 3.692 (11)] 3.500 (20) ] 4.17 (3) 
Top Qual Imp  (43)| 3.582 (13) | 3.770 (8) | 3.900 (9) | 3.577 (20)| 4.100 (3) § 3.99 (7) 
Just Rewd Inst (30)} 3.477 (18) | 3.607 (14) ] 3.792 (11)] 3.815 (8) | 3.900 (7) } 3.77 (13) 
Run U Demo (28)| 3.704 (7) | 3.577 (15) ] 3.381 3.692 (11) } 3.700 (14) | 3.61 (22) 
App 'd Research (12)} 3.616 (11) | 3.440 (20) | 3.380 3.692 (11) | 3.700 (14) | 3.37 
Keep Costs Down (23)| 3.474 (19) | 3.427 (21) | 3.509 (21)] 3.519 (24)]| 4.400 (1) § 3.30 
Pure Research (11)|3.523 (16) | 3.768 (10) | 3.787 (12)| 3.308 3.400 3.76 (16) 
Comm Cult Ldshp (15)| 3.351 (23) | 3.510 (17) | 3.430 (24) | 3.769 (9) | 3.400 3.49 
U Prestige (46)| 3.394 (21) | 3.561 (16) | 3.635 (14) | 3.654 (16)] 3.300 3.80 (11) 
Encour Grad Wk (32)| 3.103 3.493 (19) | 3.610 (15) ]} 3.680 (15) | 3.600 (18) | 3.51 
Dissem Ideas (16)| 3.633 (10) | 3.840 (7) | 3.926 (8) | 3.577 (20) ]| 2.900 4.10 (5) 
Stud Good Citzn (10)] 3.288 3.403 (22) | 3.571 (18) | 3.542 (23) | 3.800 (10) | 3.76 (14) 
Fac U Govt (26)] 3.187 35716 (r2y ) 3.002. (16) | 32709 99)" | 3.222 3.63 (19) 
Stud Character (5)} 3.312 (24) | 3.324 3.426 (25) } 3.583 (19) | 3.800 (10) | 3.79 (12) 
Ensur Confidence 18)} 3.063 Seo, 3.549 (19) | 3.615 (17) | 3.700 (14) | 3.52 
Mntn Bal Qualty (44)| 3.507 (17) 4.313 3.298 3.615 (17) | 3.500 (20) } 3.36 
Special Training 13)| 3.209 3.255 3.452 (23) | 3.480 (26) | 3.778 (13) | 3.18 
Devlp Pride Univ41)} 3.538 (14) | 3.499 (18) | 3.481 (22) | 3.000 3.400 3.59 (23) 
Assist Citizens (14)}3.530 (15) | 3.385 (23) | 3.362 3.308 3.300 322 
Stud Careers (6)} 3.303 (25) | 2.987 3.114 3.308 4.100 (3) 4 3.34 
Devlp Fac Lylty (40)| 2.975 3.047 3.355 3.462 (27) | 3.900 (7) | 3.47 
Will of Fac (34)] 3.101 3.293 3.402 3407..(29) 1 3.333 3.56 
Affect Stud Perm (3)| 2.625 35301 Se5eh (171) 32500 (25)r1¢3), 112 3.76 (15) 
Preserv Heritage (17)|2.801 3.286 3.524 (20) | 3.385 3.000 3.63 (20) 
Undergrad Inst (31)|3.017 3.079 2.970 3.560 (22) | 3.400 2.89 
Stud Univ Govt (27)|3.392 (22) | 2.929 2.850 3.423 (28) | 3.300 2.69 
Sat Area Needs (22)/3.256 3.025 3.131 3 .000 3.200 3.00 
Educ to Utmost (20)}3.044 3.165 3.241 3.185 3.200 3.19 
Keep Harmony (29)|3.080 2.950 2.861 2.923 3.400 3.06 
Stud Activities (37)}3.401 (20) | 2.939 2.703 3.320 { 3.000 2.99 
Hold Our Staff (24)}2.990 3.149 3.189 3.240 3 .000 3.74 (18) 
Mntn Fav Apprsl (19)}2.854 S329 3.250 2.692 Syoibkis 3530 
Max Opprtunity (36)|2.636 2.289 2.330 2.308 3.700 (14) | 3.55 
Stud Taste (9)} 3.031 3.120 3.010 2.769 2.000 2.78 
Stud Success (7)} 2.959 2.808 2.854 2.667 3.300 ye 
Reward Prof (25)| 2.967 2.929 3.000 2.875 2.900 3.63 (21) 
Stud Pol Rights (39)|3.060 2.814 2.608 2.778 2.700 3.08 
Good Stud Only (21)}2.376 2.910 2 .850 yhes31 17) 2.600 3.09 
2 2 3 


Pres Character (47)|2 .166 2.092 .140 pL15 .000 Ziko 


*The figures represent the mean score on each goal for each group. The figures 
in parentheses represent the rank ordering of the goals with a mean greater than the mean 
for all goals for each group. Goals are listed in preference order for all groups combined. 
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34 
research and/or creative endeavor. (Student-Instrumental) 

b) Protect the faculty's right to academic freedom. 
(Motivation) 

c) Protect and facilitate the students' right to inquire into, 
investigate, and examine critically any idea or program 
that they might get interested in. (Motivation) 

d) Produce a student who, whatever else may be done to him, 
has had his intellect cultivated to the maximum. (Student- 
Expressive) 

Three goals fell in the top quartile of three of the five groups. 

No pattern was evident in the groups which valued these goals. 

a) Produce a well-rounded student, that is, one whose physical, 
social, moral, intellectual, and esthetic potentialities 
have all been cultivated. (Student-Expressive - valued by 
students, Board Members, and M.L.A.'s.) 

b) Maintain top quality in those programs we feel to be 
especially important (other programs being, of course, up 
to acceptable standards). (Position - valued by faculty 
members, administrators, and M.L.A.'s.) 

c) Make sure that salaries, teaching assignments, perquisites, 
and privileges always reflect the contribution that the 
person involved is making to the functioning of this 
university. (Management - valued by administrators, Board 
Members, and M.L.A.'s.) 

Neither the specific goals nor the sub-categories which they 

represent display any identifiable pattern. The goals are almost 


exactly divided between the Output and Support goal categories. 


3. How much divergence or consensus is there regarding each of these 
goals? 


The goals were ranked for each group on the basis of their mean 
preferred scores. Rank order correlations were calculated for pairs 


of the groups and sub-groups. 
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Table 6 presents the rank order correlations between the four 
groups at the University of Alberta and the M.L.A.'s, the four groups 
at The University of Calgary and the M.L.A.'s, the four groups at 
the University of Lethbridge and the M.L-A's, and the four groups at 
all three universities and the M.L.A.'s. 

Patterns are difficult to discern. While the 'full-time' 
members of the university (that is, students, faculty, and adminis- 
trators) have the greatest overall agreement in the ranking of the 
goals at the University of Alberta and The University of Calgary, 
the Board members at the University of Lethbridge weaken this pattern. 

The most consistent agreement between groups also represents 
the greatest agreement in the order of goal preference between groups. 
Faculty members and administrators consistently had the largest cor- 
relation. As was suggested earlier, this is very likely due to the 
fact that academic administrators are drawn from the ranks of faculty 
members . 

Faculty members have a consistently high correlation with 
students, administrators, and Board members, but it is as consistently 
low with M.L.A.'s. The latter, on the other hand, have a consistently 
low correlation with all other groups. While it might have been 
expected that the 'public' nature of the M.L.A.'s and the quasi- 
public nature of the Boards of Governors would result in a high 
correlation between these groups, the opposite appears to be the 
case. (This could relate to the higher level of education of the 
members of Boards of Governors.) 

If any general pattern exists, it is that students, faculty 
members, administrators and Board members are in very general agree- 
ment as to the importance which universities ought to place on 
their goals, while M.L.A.'s display very little agreement with these 
four groups. (Once, again, the very poor response rate of M.L.A.'s 
to the survey makes it difficult to draw firm conclusions in this 


regard. However, the consistently low correlation between M.L.A.'s 
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36 
and other groups suggests that such a pattern might have prevailed 


if a greater response rate had been achieved.) 


TABLE 6 
SIMILARITY IN PREFERRED GOALS* 


STUDENTS 

1 .0000 
.8480 
2027 E 
.5813 
.5169 


UNIVERSITY OF LETH. STUDENTS 
STUDENTS 1.0000 
FACULTY 6666 
ADMINS . 56374 
BOARD 7452 
M.L.A.'s 123 


ALL UNIVERSITIES STUDENTS 
STUDENTS ; 1.0000 
FACULTY .8134 
ADMINS . . 7040 
BOARD . 7653 
M.L.A.'sS ~Do92 


*The figures in the lower left of the table represent the rank 
order correlations of the ranked means of each goal for each group. 
The figures in the upper right of the table represent the rank of 
these correlations. 
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of 
In order to examine differences in preferred goals, the con- 
tingency tables in Table 7 were generated. The goals were ranked in 


order of their mean preferred scores for each of the five groups. 


TABLE 7 


DIFFERENCES IN PREFERRED GOALS* 


ALFACLTY ALADMINS 
ALSTUDNT ALSTUDNT 
1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
ALSTUDNT 1 2 3 4 ALSTUDNT 
Ko 3) 1 
4 2 
tied 3 
4 
ALFACLTY ALFACLTY 
1 1 
2 2 
3 3 
4 4 
ALADMINS 
1 
2 
3 
4 
ALBOARDS 
1 
2 
3 
4 


*The means for each goal for each group were ranked and divided 
into quartiles. Differences are represented by goals which fall in 
the three lower-left or upper-right cells. 
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They were then divided into quartiles, with the first twelve goals 
being placed in the first quartile, the second twelve being placed 
in the second quartile, the third twelve being placed in the third 
quartile, and the last eleven goals being placed in the fourth 
quartile. Each goal was then given a score of from one to four, 
depending on the quartile in which it was found. Cross-tabulations 
of these scores were then carried out between pairs of groups. 

The figures in the diagonal cells running from top left to 
bottom right represent goals which were placed in the same quartile 
by both groups. The figures in the cells adjacent to the diagonals 
represent goals whose quartile placement varied by one between the 
two groups. It was arbitrarily predetermined that the importance of 
these goals should be considered as agreed upon by the two groups. 

The figures in the top right-hand cell and the bottom left- 
hand cell represent a difference of three quartiles in the placement 
of goals (that is, the greatest possible disparity, using this tech- 
nique.) The figures in the cells contiguous to these represent a 
disparity of two quartiles in the placement of goals. It was arb- 
itrarily predetermined that differences exist regarding the import- 
ance of these goals from the view-point of members of the two groups. 

On the basis of the criteria suggested above, 89.6% of the 
goals included in the ten contingency tables in Table 7 are agreed 
upon by pairs of groups. While differences exist regarding 10.4% of 
the goals (49 out of 470), these represented 17 of the 47 actual 
goals. Of these, 9 are goals which were placed in the top quartile 
by at least one of the groups. (Table 5) 

Table 8 represents the nine preferred goals for which differences 
exist. Seventeen of the cells include M.L.A.'s, 12 of the cells 
include Board members, 8 of the cells include administrators, 8 of 
the cells include faculty members, and 7 of the cells include students. 

Once again, the divergence in goal preference between M.L.A.'s 


and other groups is great. While Board members also diverge from 
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39 
students, faculty, and administrators, they do not do so in the same 
direction as M.L.A.'s. The students, faculty, and administrators 
appear to be in general agreement with one another. In fact, when 
their differences with Board members and M.L.A.'s are deleted, they 
are shown to be in disagreement on the emphasis which should be 


placed on only two goals. 
TABLE 8 


DIVERGENCE IN EMPHASIZED GOALS* 


a [ah [a7 [a 


DISSEM IDEAS 1/4 eee oe 
STUD CAREERS A 4/1 S/R ipl 
APPLIED RESEARCH 2/4 2/4 2/4 4/2 
FAC U GOVT 3/1 sya 1/3 1/3 
DEVLP FAC LYLTY 3/1 cy sea pey sal 
STUD CHARACTER By 3/1 

PURE RESEARCH | 1/3 1/3 

RUN U DEMO 1/3 afl 

STUD. GOOD CITZN 3/1 


*The nine goals were each placed in the top quartile of the 
preferred goals by at least one group. They are ranked in order of 
the degree of conflict indicated over all groups. The figures in the 
cells represent the quartiles each goal was placed in by the relevant 
groups. 

In a discussion of divergence and consensus in goal preference 
between groups, as well as in other sections of this study, it is 
reasonable to ask whether or not the groups are relatively homo- 
geneous. While the answer to this question will have limited impact 
on this particular study, it will have implications regarding further 
inquiry in this area. 

Due to the paucity of documentation regarding the homogeneity 
or heterogeneity of university students, it was decided that this 


group would be analyzed on the bases of faculty and of successfully 
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completed years at university. Due to the small numbers of respondents 
in many faculties, and due to the generally assumed differences in the 
nature of the students, it was determined that the correlation of goal 
preferences would be carried out on students in the Faculties of Arts, 


Education, Engineering and Science. 


TABLE 9 


STUDENT PREFERENCE CORRELATIONS BY FACULTY* 


ARTS | EDUCATION | ENGINEERING | SCIENCE 


ARTS 1.0000 
EDUCATION 9541 


ENGINEERING .8419 1.0000 
SCIENCE 9514 A bb i 


*The figures in the table represent the rank order 
correlations of the preferred means of each goal for 
students in each faculty. 

The correlations between faculties appear high enough to assume 
that students are homogeneous on this variable. 

The results are considerably different when students are anal- 
yzed on the basis of successfully completed years at university. The 
bottom row of Table 10 shows the gradual socialization of the under- 
graduate student toward the goal preferences of faculty members. The 
left-hand column shows the same thing in a different way --- the 
gradual reduction of the correlation between first year stwents and 
other students as the numbers of years between them increases. (In 
both cases, this relationship exists only for students with five or 
fewer successfully completed years at university.) 

Students do differ, on at least this variable, in their goal 
preferences. Since it is likely that they differ on others, and that 
other groups do so as well, generalizations about 'students' and 


others must, as always, be made with caution. 
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TABLE 10 
STUDENT PREFERENCE CORRELATIONS BY YEAR* 


-6154}1.0000 

: -4238] 1.0000 

A -4183]1 .0000 

° .6200{ .2877| 1.0000 


*The figures in the table represent the rank order correlations 
of the preferred means of each goal for students having successfully 
completed the indicated number of years. Faculty members are includ- 
ed for comparison. 
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4. What degree of consensus is there between goal perceptions? 

The goals were ranked for each group on the basis of their mean 
perceived scores. Rank order correlations were calculated for pairs 
of the groups and sub-groups. 

Table 11 presents the rank order correlations between the four 
groups at the University of Alberta and the M.L.A.'s, the four groups 
at The University of Calgary and the M.L.A.'s, and the four groups at 
the University of Lethbridge and the M.L.A.'s. 

Little can be said about the congruence or lack of it between 
goal perceptions. Few of the correlations are high, particularly 
given that the groups at each university are describing the present 
emphasis on the goals of the university. The one pattern which seems 
to exist is that the three on-campus groups have a high correlation 
with each other and, in many cases, with Board members. Agreement 
between these groups and M.L.A.'s on the present emphasis placed on 
goals is generally very low. This must be explained, at least in 


part, by the fact that the M.L.A.'s are attempting to describe a 
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composite picture of the present situation at all three universities. 
TABLE 11 


SIMILARITIES IN GOAL PERCEPTIONS* 


UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA | STUDENTS | FACULTY ADMINS . 
STUDENTS 

FACULTY 

ADMINS. 

BOARD 

M.L.A.'s 


UNIVERSITY OF CALGARY 
STUDENTS 

FACULTY 

ADMINS. 

BOARD 

M.L.A.'s 


UNIVERSITY OF LETH. 
STUDENTS 

FACULTY 

ADMINS. 

BOARD 

M.L.A.'s 


*The figures in the lower left of the table represent the rank 
order correlations of the ranked means of each goal for each group. 
The figures in the upper right of the table represent the rank of 
these correlations. 


° 


Se at_is the relationship between goal perceptions and goal prefer- 
ences? 

Assessing the relationship between goal perceptions and goal 
preferences is most meaningfully carried out at the individual 
university level, since the perceptions of all groups except M.L.A.'s 


relate directly to their own campuses. It is done so herein, but it 
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43 
is also carried out for the combined groups from all three universi- 
ties. 

Two procedures were followed. In the first, rank order corre- 
lations between the perceived goals and the preferred goals were 
calculated for each group and sub-group. Table 12 shows the resulting 


correlations. 
TABLE 12 


PERCEIVED - PREFERRED GOAL CORRELATIONS* 


ALBERTA | CALGARY | LETHBRIDGE 


STUDENTS 
FACULTY 
ADMINISTRATION 
BOARD 

M.L.A.'s 


*The figures in the table represent the rank order correla- 
tions between the perceived means and the preferred means for all 
goals for each group and sub-group. 


There are three important observations to be made regarding the 
data in Table 12. First, none of the correlations are high, and a 
few are very low. Generally speaking, then, there are some distinct 
differences between the goal perceptions and goal preferences of 
most groups. 

In the second place, there is a pattern in the columns which 
holds true in all cases except the Board of Governors at the University 
of Alberta. The greatest divergence between perceived and preferred 
goals exists for students. The greatest convergence exists for Board 
members, followed by administrators and then faculty members. 

Finally, there is a pattern in the rows which holds for all 
three universities. That is, the larger the institution, the smaller 


the correlation for each group. 
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The second procedure followed in order to examine the relation- 
ship between goal perceptions and goal preferences involved rank 
ordering the perceived means and the preferred means for each group, 
dividing these into quartiles, and then generating contingency tables. 
The goals which fell in the diagonal cells running from top left to 
bottom right were goals which were ranked in the same perception and 
preference quartile. The goals which fell in the cells adjacent to 
the diagonals were goals whose placement varied by one perception and 
preference quartile. ‘The goals in the other six cells varied by two 
or three quartile places, and it was arbitrarily predetermined that 
divergence exists in the perceived and preferred importance of these 
goals. 

Table 13 is a summary of the goals for which more than one 
group indicated a divergence between the current importance placed 
on the goal and the importance which ought to be placed on it. A 
cell with an 'O' in it indicates that a group feels that greater 
importance ought to be placed on a goal. A cell with an 'X' in it 
indicates that a group feels that less importance ought to be placed 
on a goal. 

The first twelve goals in Table 13 were generally seen as hav- 
ing either sufficient or too little importance placed on them. Nine 
of these twelve goals are 'output' goals. The last seventeen goals 
were generally seen as having either sufficient or too great impor- 
tance placed on them. Fifteen of these seventeen goals are ‘support’ 
goals. While Gross has made a very convincing argument for making 
‘'ends' of 'means', it is clear that the respondents to this survey 
believe that many output goals of Alberta universities require great- 
er emphasis than they currently receive, while many support goals 
require less. 

Goals numbered (1) through (5) are Student-Expressive goals. 
Since these are all included in the first twelve goals, it is 
apparent that many groups feel that more importance needs to be 


placed on goals which "...involve the attempt to change the students' 
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identity or character in some fundamental way."' 


TABLE 13 
PERCEIVED - PREFERRED GOAL DIVERGENCE* 


A JA{AJA FCICICIC ZL JL ILL EL [L [L |[L [L 
Ad A |B 
WELL ROUND STUD (2) O| |O|O 0 0 #0 |0 Q 0} |O 
STUD OBJECTIVITY (4) 0 |0 |O 0 10 0 D 10 jO 0 
STUD CHARACTER (5) 0 0 Q 0 j0 0 10 
STUD INQUIRE (38) 0 |0 0 70 |0 0 D 0 

JUST REWD INST (30) 0 0 |0 |O 0 0 |0 
ASSIST CITIZENS (14) 0 

STUD INTELLECT (1) 0 


DEVLP PRIDE UNIV (41) 
STUD GOOD CITZN (10) 
SPECIAL TRAINING (13) 
AFFECT STUD PERM (3) 
DISSEM IDEAS (16) 
UNDERGRAD INST (31) 
STUD ACTIVITIES (37) 
STUD CAREERS (6) 
ENSUR CONFIDENCE (18) 
STUD UNIV GOVT (27) 
PRES CHARACTER (47) 
RUN U DEMO (28) 

KEEP HARMONY (29) 

U PRESTIGE (46) 

FAC U GOVT (26) 

MNTN FAV APPRSL (19) 
EDUC TO UTMOST (20) 
HOLD OUR STAFF (24) 
MAX OPPRTUNITY (36) 
STUD SUCCESS (7) 
WILL OF FAC (34) 
ENCOUR GRAD WK (32) 


*Each '0' indicates a group which feels that greater emphasis 
ought to be placed on a goal than is currently the case. Each 'X' 
indicates a group which feels that less emphasis ought to be placed 
on a goal. The headings for the first twelve columns represent the 
sub-groups from each university (for example, 'UAS' represents Uni- 
versity of Alberta Students), while the headings in the last five 
columns represent the groups from all universities, and the Members 
of the Legislative Assembly (for example, 'ALF' represents All 
Faculty Members) . 
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Seven of the goals are seen by some sub-groups as over-emphasized 
and other sub-groups as under-emphasized. However, only two goals 
exhibited this dichotomy within one university: 

16. Serve as a center for the dissemination of new 
ideas that will change the society,whether those ideas 
are in science, literature, the arts, or politics; and 
18. Ensure tne continued confidence and hence support 
of those who contribute substantially (other than 
students and receipients of services) to the finances 
and other material resource needs of the university. 

While all of the goals listed in Table 13 indicate a difference 
in priorities at one or more universities, the above two goals dis- 
play a more serious difference in viewpoints and therefore require 
more attention from members of the university involved. 

On the other hand, there are a number of goals which display 
considerable agreement between groups on the need to increase or 
decrease the emphasis placed on them. In addition to the goals dis- 
playing considerable inter-group agreement in Table 13, eighteen of 
the original goals were not included in the list because the groups 
involved felt they were currently recieving an appropriate degree of 
attention. (One might expect these eighteen goals to be goals consid- 
ered to be of little importance. In fact, they included the goals 
which ranked first, second, third, sixth, seventh and tenth in the 
preferences of all groups combined.) (Table 5) 

The University of Alberta and The University of Calgary each 
have twenty-five goals indicating some form of goal divergence, while 
the University of Lethbridge has fourteen such goals. 

The students are the group most often in disagreement with other 
groups as to the divergence between goal perceptions and goal prefer- 
ences. The two groups most often in disagreement with one another 
are the students and the faculty members. The two groups most often 
in agreement with one another are the faculty members and the ad- 


ministrators. 
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Summary and Discussion 

One very important variable in a discussion of the goals of 
Alberta universities is the nature of the universities. This variable 
will have an effect on the responses from groups within a university 
and on the inter-university analyses. (Only a few very limited 
generalizations are made in this study, since the total population 
consists of only three universities.) 

One important characteristic of the three Alberta universities 
is the variation in their sizes. At the time the questionnaire was 
administered (February and March, 1971), there were approximately 
18,360 students at the University of Alberta, 9,300 students at The 
University of Calgary, and 1,420 students at the University of Leth- 
bridge. It has been demonstrated throughout Chapter III that the 
smaller University (Lethbridge) displays the greatest convergence 
in goal preferences and the larger University (Alberta) displays 
the greatest divergence. (It could be argued that the age of the 
universities, which varies in the same way as size, is related to 
this goal convergence and divergence. It may be, but it seems more 
likely to be size. This is due to the relative propinquity of Alberta 
and Calgary on both the size variable and preferred goal divergence, 
while the age variable would have Calgary and Lethbridge grouped to- 
gether.) 

An examination of Table 6 and Table 11 shows that the inter-group 
correlations of perceived goal priorities at the University of Alberta 
are greater than the preferred goal priorities, while at both The 
University of Calgary and the University of Lethbridge the inter- 
group correlations of goal preferences are exe séer vetian the inter- 
group correlations of goal perceptions. It may be that this result 
relates to the relative ages of the universities, since the University 
of Alberta's longer history could mean that actual goal priorities 
are more firmly established and more readily perceived. Whatever the 
reason for the difference, the potential for achieving consensus re- 


garding change appears to be greater in the two universities wherein 
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the groups' preferences are more convergent than their perceptions 
of current emphases. 

On the basis of the types of analyses carried out in this 
study, the question of whether the university has graduate students 
or not seems to have little bearing on the goal preferences or per- 
ceived-preferred goal divergence. The same was true when an attempt 
was made to determine whether the universities could be divided on 
the basis of a cosmopolitan versus local orientation. As suggested 
earlier, the restriction of only having a population of three makes 
the delineating of patterns extremely difficult. 

Within the universities, however, and among similar groups at 
the three universities, the pattern which most often emerges groups 
the faculty and administrators together. (In many cases, these two 
groups are found to be in general agreement with students, as well.) 
If this pattern were to be diagrammed, it would consist of a series 
of five concentric circles, with faculty members in the center, then 
administrators, students, Board members and M.L.A.'s. Without making 
any assumptions concerning the group or groups which have the great- 
est impact on university goal-setting, it seems fair to say that the 
variable which underlies the agreement between groups on their goal 
perceptions and preferences appears to be the amount of contact 
which each group has with the 'professionals'in the university, the 
faculty members. 

At one point in this Chapter, support was offered for the argu- 
ment of Gross and Grambsch that support activities are goals of the 
university. At another point, this was brought into question. 
Generally speaking, the results of this study are supportive of their 
argument. 

One of the more unexpected results of the analysis was the high 
value placed on goals which involve the attempt to change the students' 
identity or character in some fundamental way (Student-Expressive 
goals). Given what appears to be the misleading stereotype of the 


apathetic and grade-conscious student, it is noteworthy that the 
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students at all three universities should wish to have greater im- 


portance placed on such goals as producing a well-rounded students. 
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CHAPTER IV 
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 


Conclusions 

Practical limitations made it impossible to introduce one very 
important variable to this study of goal perceptions and preferences. 
It was impossible to measure what each group is actually doing. 
Measurement of activities and of such things as time and resource 
commitment would make it possible to assess the validity of the 
stated perceptions and preferences. The importance of the intro- 
duction of this variable to the analysis is underlined by the diver- 
gence between the groups in their perceptions of what is actually 
taking place in their universities at the present time. 

It seems reasonable to conclude that the faculty members and 
administrators from American universities who responded to the Gross- 
Grambsch study are very similar in their preferences to the faculty 
members and administrators included in this study. The only marked 
difference is that the American respondents placed considerably 
greater emphasis on developing ''...the inner character of students 
so that they can make sound, correct moral choices.'' Some small 
degree of support is therefore offered for the applicability of 
American studies in this area to Alberta universities. 

One of the overriding questions which this study has attempted 
to examine is whether or not there are "'...fundamental differences in 
goal perceptions and preferences between the universities clients 
(students), professionals (teaching faculty members), and administrators 
(administrators, Boards of Governors, and Members of the Legislative 
Assembly)}..''. The only 'fundamental' difference which seems to exist 
is that the Members of the Legislative Assembly who responded to the 
questionnaire are at considerable variance with the other groups as 
to the types of goals they would emphasize, the individual goals they 
would emphasize, and their perception of what is presently emphasized. 


While the greatest degree of goal divergence exists between 
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M.L.A.'s and the other groups, the greatest degree of goal conver- 
gence exists between faculty members and administrators. It has 
long been assumed by many members of university groups that faculty 
members are concerned with the 'teaching-learning' process, while 
administrators are concerned with efficient management. The results 
of this study support the contention of Gross and Grambsch that this 
assumption is incorrect. 

Little evidence is offered by the results of this study in 
support of the contention that the professional organization model 
may readily be applied to the university. The literature cited in 
Chapter I suggests that management consists of administrators, Board 
members and M.L.A.'s. The results of this study suggest that ad- 
ministrators do not fall within the stereotypical picture of manage- 
ment within organizations. Does management, then, consist of Board 
members and M.L.A.'s? The differences between M.L.A.'s and Board 
members make it difficult to group them together in this way. (The 
best illustration of this may be found in the goal ‘keep costs down'. 
M.L.A.'s rank this goal first in importance, while Board members are 
remarkably similar to the other three groups with a ranking of twenty- 
fourth.) Perhaps the higher level of education of Board members and 
their proximity to the university create this difference between 
them and M.L.A.'s. 


"..determine the basis for some 


This study was designed to 
similarities and differences in the goal perceptions and preferences 
of people in positions which may have an impact on their organization's 
goals...'"'. It was posited that examining universities as organiza- 
tions would broaden the base of knowledge about universities, since 
previous studies had examined them as institutions or communities 
(both of which lay insufficient stress on the importance of goal 
attainment to universities). While it still seems reasonable to 
study universities in terms of their goals, this study offers little 


support for using the professional organization model (nor any other 
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existing model, for that matter), as a basis from which to examine 
universities. 

A final conclusion is that a large number of assumptions about 
the attitudes and positions of university groups have been challenged 
by the results of this study. Further study in the area may destroy 


some of them. 


Implications 


As indicated earlier, considerable divergence exists between 
the various groups under study in their descriptions of the present 
emphasis placed on goals. Two implications for further study arise 
from this. One is that respondents' descriptions of existing goal 
profiles ought to be validated by an assessment of the resources which 
are actually utilized by an organization to achieve its goals. The 
second is that an analysis could be undertaken to determine the re- 
lationship between perceptions of the goals of the organization, per- 
ceptions of the goal preferences of other groups, and perceptions 
of the power position of. the groups involved. It might also be fruit- 
ful to attempt to explore the impact of goal preferences on goal 
perceptions. It may be that the perception of the present emphasis 
on a goal is affected by a respondent's preference concerning its' 
importance. 

The applicability of the professional organization model for 
studying universities has been brought into question by the results 
of this study. Further inquiry is required, however, before a firm 
conclusion may be reached in this regard. In addition to attempting 
to confirm or reject these results, such study could attempt to 


develop a model which does correspond to the university in reality. 
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GOAL PERCEPTIONS AND PREFERENCES IN UNIVERSITIES 


This questionnaire is being given to all presidents, vice-presidents, deans, directors, department 
chairmen and members of the Board of Governors at the three Alberta universities, and to all members 
of the Alberta Legislature. It 1s also being given to a carefully selected random sample of the teaching 
faculty and the students at each university. The results will provide us with a comprehensive picture 
of the goal priorities of groups within and directly related to our universities. In spite of the large 
numbers involved, the success of the study depends entirely on the kindness and generosity of each 
respondent. The results may be of interest or value to you, and they will be distributed as widely as 


possible. 


This questionnaire is COMPLETELY CONFIDENTIAL. No one will see it except the professional 
members of our staff. Nevertheless, for purposes of control of returns and financial savings on follow-up 
letters for non-respondents, we would ask that you consider placing your name in the space below. 
This is NOT mandatory, and your response will be just as valuable to our analysis if you do not choose 


to place your name on the questionnaire. 
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THE GOALS OF YOUR UNIVERSITY 


One of the growing issues in Canadian education has to do with the proper aims or goals of the 
university. The question is: What are we trying to accomplish? On the following pages, we have listed a 
large number of the more commonly claimed aims, intentions or goals of a university. We would like you 


to react to each of these in two different ways: 


(1) How important IS each aim at your University? 


(2) How important SHOULD the aim be at your University? 


EXAMPLE 
of absolutely of great of medium of little of no don’t know 
Goal top importance importance importance importance importance or can’t say 


IS a eel ra a a 


to serve as substitute parents 


SHOULD 5 
BE bead ia le L_] Lx] ia 


A person who checked the alternatives in the manner shown above would be expressing his per- 
ception that the aim, intention or goal,‘‘to serve as substitute parents,’’ IS of medium importance at his 
university but that he believes it SHOULD BE of no importance as an aim, intention, or goal of his 


university. 


NOTE: ‘‘of absolutely top importance’’ should only be checked if the aim is so important that, if it were 


to be removed, the university would be shaken to its very roots and its character changed in a funda- 


mental way. 


PLEASE: look quickly over all of the goals before you begin to respond. 
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ABOUT YOURSELF 


1. Many people play more than one role within or around a university. What we would like you to do is place a 


check in the box beside the one position which describes the major role which you play. 


ia full-time student 


Department Head 


teaching faculty member 


Director of School or Dean 


other (please describe): 


member of a Board of Governors 


member of the Alberta Legislature 


administrator (President, Vice-President, Registrars) 


2. Present age (nearest birthday): (check one): 


Cal under 18 


—— 


3. Sex: (check one) Beal Male 


eal Female 


4. Marital Status: (check one) 


Single 
Married 


Separated 
| | Widowed 


5. Your Education 


ee 12 years 


M.D. 
Ph.D. 


[] 36-40 fia 


11 years or less 


a Master’s degree 


18-20 
41-45 


Bachelor’s degree 


other (please elaborate): 


21-25 
46-50 


Divorced, and presently unmarried 


some years of college or university, but no degreeé received 
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61 or over 


some years in graduate studies, but no graduate degree received 
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6. All respondents to this questionnaire are either connected to one of the Alberta universities or, as is the 


case with members of the Legislature, to all three. Please check the alternative which best describes your 


position. 


|__] University of Alberta 
|__| University of Calgary 
University of Lethbridge 


|__| all three universities 


7. This question is FOR STUDENTS AND TEACHING FACULTY MEMBERS ONLY. The following is a list of 
all faculties and schools. Please check the one to which you belong. (Arts and Sciences have been divided, 
as they are at the University of Alberta. If you are a member of an Arts and Science Faculty at the University 
of Calgary or the University of Lethbridge, please check the one which best describes your affiliation. If you 


cannot decide between the two, please check them both.) All graduate students should check the Faculty or 


School which contains their discipline. 


Faculty of Agriculture 


Faculty of Arts 


Faculty of Business 


el School of Dental Hygiene 
ea Faculty of Dentistry 


Faculty of Education 


Faculty of Engineering 
School of Library Science 


School of Household Economics 


Other (please describe): 


8. This question is FOR TEACHING FACULTY MEMBERS ONLY. Which of the following academic positions 


bestdescribes your appointment? 


Sessional Lecturer 
Assistant Professor 
Associate Professor 


ie Full Professor 


Other (please elaborate): 


9. This question is FOR STUDENTS ONLY. 


(a) As accurately as possible, describe the occupation of the parent who is or was the major wage- 


Faculty of Law 

Faculty of Medicine 

School of Nursing 

Faculty of Pharmacy 
Faculty (School) of Physical 


Education 
School of Rehabilitation Medicine 


Faculty of Science 


School of Social Welfare 


earner in your family. 
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(b) Which one of the following best describes the occupation of the parent who is or was the major 


wage-earner in your family? 


Professional, Technical and Managerial 

Clerical and Sales (sales clerks, office workers, book-keepers, etc.) 
Service (waiters, chefs, hair-dressing, recreation, etc.) 

Farming, Fishing, Forestry and related 

Processing (metals, foods, etc.) 

Machine Trades 

Bench Work (assembly lines, repairs, etc.) 

Structural Work (welders, carpenters, etc.) 


Other (please describe): 


10. This question is FOR STUDENTS ONLY. How many years of university education (or its equivalent) 


1s ys 


12, 


have you successfully completed? 


0 al 4 years 
1 year aa 5 years 
2 years 6 years 
3 years 4 7 or more years 


This question is FOR STUDENTS ONLY. Which of the following categories best describes your 


present status? 


fad 
ee 


Undergraduate student 


Graduate student 


This question is FOR MEMBERS OF BOARDS OF GOVERNORS AND M.L.A.’s ONLY. Which of the 


following best describes your occupation? 


Professional, Technical and Managerial 

Clerical and Sales (sales clerks, office workers, book-keepers, etc.) 
Service (waiters, chefs, hair-dressing, recreation, etc.) 

Farming, Fishing, Forestry and related 

Processing (metals, foods, etc.) 

Machine Trades 

Bench Work (assembly lines, repairs, etc.) 

Structural Work (welders, carpenters, etc.) 


Other (please describe): 
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duce a well-rounded student, that 
one whose physical, social, moral, 
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